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ABSTRACT 
~ As Lhc Lrend toward s urbanization 
/escalates, the United States is rapidly 
becoming a nation of nonfarmcr s and 
suburban residents. Consequently, the 
k onflicts between residents and wildlife 
/species are increasing, while the 
/j_nterest in urban wildlife and backyard 
habitat is growing. These tr e nds, 
coupled with changes in pesti c ide 
regulations, a shortage of t ·rained 
professionals and relic legislation, 
create a complex and paradoxical 
situation for residents and 
professionals in the ar ea of urban 
wildlife management . The future of 
wi ldl. ife in the urban environment wi 11 
depend on our abi 1 i ty to convince and 
educate wildlife managers, cit-izens and 
l egis lators about the need for control 
as we 11 as enhancement of urban anl!Jl?l 
species. 
The population of the United States 
has migrated from the city cores into 
the surrounding agricultural land. The 
number of acres dedicated to farming has 
dropped dramatically and housing 
developments have replaced agricultural 
lands. Each year about 1.5 million 
acres arc r emoved from agricultural 
production. As this trend continues, 
the I ass of farm and woodland habitat 
will intensify, and it is es timated that 
by the year 2030 the urban area of our 
co untry will double in size. Many 
wi ldlif e populat ions require a mix of 
farm and forest land to maintain stable 
and hea lthy numbers . Consequently, some 
populations have decreased and several 
species have become extinct as a result 
o[ the habitat loss . Movement to rural 
areas will continue as the socio-
economics of residential development 
outpace those ~ f agriculture. 
Development of land for residential 
nstruction normally resulted in 
e aring the trees and the removal of 
e topsoil . Environmental groups have 
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~ncouraged landow~cr s to maintain native 
habLt at for wildlife. Residents have 
responded by requiring contractors to 
develop the Lr lots in a manner that wi 11 
salvage trees and natural areas in order 
to attract wildlife. The result has 
been an urban setting occupied by a 
nonconsumptive clientele which is 
primarily interested in nongame 
wildlife. For the most part, these new 
wildlife lovers are not familiar with 
the habitat requirements and behavior of 
wildlife. 
Nongame programs have become a part 
of many state wildlife agencies, and 
each year billions of dollars are spent 
on nonconsumptive wildlife related 
activities. Many home owners are trying 
to attract animals by developing their 
back yards into islands of urban 
wildlife habitat. This has created 
pockets of habitat that usually support 
more animals than an equal amount of 
woodland acreage bec ause of the 
supplemental food supplied by residents. 
The lack of natural den trees and 
nesting holes has forced some animals to 
adapt to this altered e nvironment by 
using attics and out buildings for 
homes. Consequently, the number of 
complaints about wildlife damage have 
esca lat ed with the conversion of rural 
land to urban deve lopment . 
An urbanite's threshold of tolerance 
for wildlife concerns often depends on 
the species cre atin g the problem, the . 
immediacy of the situation or the 
anticipated cost of repairs. When a bat 
or snake is found in th e 1 iving area, 
the residents usually have a rather low 
tolerance level. They perceive the 
anima 1 to pose an immediate threat to 
them and usuall y take direct action with 
any available object. On the other 
hand, if a resident hears a woodpecker 
drilling on his siding or birds in the 
chimney at six o'clock in the morning, 
he is likely to roll over and go back to 
sleep. Many of these urban residents 
have no prior association with wildlife 
pests and tend to believe that the 
problems wili go away if ignored long 
enough. 
problem 
A lack of response to the 
could have expensive and 
sometimes serious consequences. 
Economics are usually not as much of 
an immediate concern to urban dwell ers 
as they would be to a person who was 
losing crops or livestock to wildlife 
depredatLon. Suburbanites only show 
concern when the cost of repairing their 
house or replacing their shrubs becomes 
excessive. Yet, if we look at these 
costs on a per acre basis, damage in an 
urban area can cost more than th e loss 
of a farm crop. If one considers an 
average city building lot to be half an 
acre and the cost to repair damage to 
siding at $1,000 or more, wildlife 
damage can be expensive. It would be 
difficult to find agricultural crops for 
which similar losses could be 
documented. 
The number of nuisance wildlife 
complaints received from urban residents 
is increasing as more people are being 
pushed beyond their threshold of 
tolerance. In many states, extension 
and wildlife agencies receive more calls 
about urban wildlife problems than for 
agricultural depr e dation. Nevertheless, 
there are few control options available 
to the agency or professional whose 
responsibility is to handl e these 
questions. Most rules pertaining to 
co ntrol of wildlife species were 
designed for larg e mammals and rural 
situations. 
In North Carolina, the law states 
that a citizen has the right to shoot 
(with a firearm) any animal caught in 
the act of depredation. It does not 
mention those animals protected by 
Federal statute such as woodpeckers or 
other migratory birds. The law makes no 
distinction between large mammals or 
rodents. It is easier to dispatch a 
deer in a peanut field than to shoot a 
fossorial pine vole 2 feet under an 
azalea. 
When many wildlife damage laws were 
enacted, concern was for the protection 
of crops and rural rather than urban 
property. Most wildlife populations 
were on the farms and wood lots of rural 
areas. City streets were not tree-lined 
and suburban lots looked like golf 
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courses with little in the way of rough. 
This concept may still be valid in some 
of our western states, but it certainly 
is not true east of the Mississippi. 
Landscaping has changed and houses are 
set into wooded areas, often with few 
Lrl'(' S romoved. Mani cu reu lawns have 
given way to natural areas with the 
heavy use of mulch and bulb beds under 
existi ng vegetation. 
Wildlife professionals do not answer 
questions about urban wildlife damage 
very effectively because they are 
trained primarily in game management. 
Few universities offer courses in 
wildlife damage control in their 
wildlife curricula. If the topic is 
included in a management course, it is 
usually in association with agricultural 
or 1 ivestock concerns. Because urban 
wildlife problems do not threaten a 
r esident 's ability to make a living, 
they have not been investigated as 
intensively as concerns related to 
agriculture. 
Control of wildlife species in an 
agricultural situation is very different 
from control in an urban environment, 
even if the same species is involved. 
The use of traps and chemicals is easier 
to monitor when they are placed in an 
agricultural setting on your own 
property. The Landowner has the 
responsibility and control over his 
livestock and fields. In a 
neighborhood, it is very difficult to 
use traps and rodenticide because of the 
unrestricted pet and people traffic in 
an urban area. Many rodenticide 
products used in agricultural areas are 
not labeled for lawn and garden use. 
Chemical companies, because of the 
expe nse and hassle of establishing new 
uses for their products in an urban 
market, hav e not pushed for expanded 
label uses. 
Homeowners often have very few 
options to control problem wildlife 
species on their property. For example, 
in North Carolina, homeowners can only 
snap trap pine voles, and a permit from 
the North Carolina Wildlife Commission 
is required prior to instituting the 
trapping program. They also must notify 
the agency as to the number of animals 
trapped and the method of disposal 
carcasses. No chemical is registered 
co ntrol voles in an urban lawn 
garden, yet there are at least 
products and various formulations 
co ntrol volPs in appl(' orchards ;rnd -lrC'l' 
11 u r s c' r i l, s • l n f r u s L r a L i o 11 , o n c 
homeowner trapped a dozen voles and sent 
them to me in various stages of 
decomposition with a blisterin g letter 
of comp laint about the current system . 
lie also sent the same letter to the 
Governor, but did not include the 
package. This was my r eward for writing 
a popular publication explaining the 






For the most part, urban dwell ers are 
tolerant of wildlife problems and 
professionals' lack of solutions to 
their concerns. However, this 
ambivalence will not last. People will 
find answers to their concerns, and they 
may not be the ones that wildlife 
professionals would select. An 
electrical engineer was tired of being 
wakened early in the morning by a 
flicker and was not satisfied with the 
scare tactics offered by his ~tate's 
wildlife agency. In desperation, he 
wired his gutters to kill the offending 
individual and succeede d in burning down 
the house. (There is no mention in the 
report if the problem was corrected .) 
Granted, this is an extreme case, but it 
is not uncommon for residents to try 
bizarre methods to get relief. 
Individuals wi ll use whatever they 
th ink wi 11 work. Some of these 
solutions or remedies are harmless; 
others are dangerous to the user and the 
environment. Placing chewing gum in a 
mole run may or may not get rid of the 
problem, but the action will not be 
detrimental to yo u or the environment . 
However, it is a different mattet to 
pour gallons of gasoline in a hol e c los e 
to the house and ignite it to get rid of 
chipmunks . Many of these "hom e 
remedies" can do more harm than good, 
and in some cases, may jeopardize the 
enviro nment and the landowner. 
Those few remaining tools for animal 
damage control are quickly being removed 
by local, state and federal regulations. 
Many of us were schooled during the 
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1970's in the era 0 f the first Earth Day 
and, in many cases, are very reluctant 
to use or recommend pesticides. This is 
particularly true in the area of 
c hemicals to control animal pests. The 
i1rc ' i1 of vc ,-tc·hr;i t c• c-0I1I ro l m;1l1•1-i;ils ii; 
c harged WLLh cmoLions and greaL Lnl:crest 
from individuals outside of our 
profession. When tools for control of 
animals are scheduled for investigation 
or recall, wildlife biologists must take 
part in the discussions and give the 
products a holistic review. If we as 
professionals shirk this responsibility, 
many valuab l e animal control chemicals 
will be lost, further complicating 
management of wildlife species. 
If professionals working in the urban 
e nviro nment are to maintain credibility 
and ensure the future of wildlife in the 
urban setting, changes need to be made. 
Wildlife regulations, agency policies 
and even the way we train our students 
must be evaluated in light of the 
increased emphasis on urban wildlife and 
the associated concerns . As 
professional wildlife biologists, we 
must take responsibility for this area 
of management and provide realistic and 
reasonable answers to questions from 
urban residents. 
Many agencies tell the individual to 
use scare tactics such as hawk and owl 
silhouettes, rubber snakes, shaving 
mirrors, and pie pans to scare away 
woodpeckers . If these tactics fail, the 
person is requested to contact the U. S. 
F i sh and W i l d li f e S e r v i c e ( US FW S ) fo r a 
ki 11 permit which wi 11 allow the home 
owner to kill the offinding bird. 
Sometimes the paperwork requires a 
month, and by the time the landowner 
receives the permit, a minor 
inconvenience has developed into a 
significant repair job. In many regions 
of the country, the USFWS will not issue 
the permit . In other are as , w i 1 d 1 if e 
officials turn their heads to the 
shooting of the hous e -drilling birds 
rather than deal with the bur ea ucracy. 
Surely there is a more efficient and 
consistent method of securing permits 
for the public. A system that allowed 
other responsible wildlife related 








Wildlife laws and re g ulations must 
reflect today's nee ds in animal damage 
control. After al 1, almost 80% of our 
citizens live in urban environments, and 
they have a need for answers to th ei1 
uniqu e concerns. Many state wildlife 
agencies still place significantly mor e 
emphasis on "game" species and their 
managem e nt, while the majorit y of thF 
citizens are not involv e d in thP 
consumptive use of wildlife. In thr' 
f ace of dwindling r even ues from huntin g 
and fishing, and an expanding interest 
in nonconsumptive wildlife, agencies 
must reflect the interests of their 
clientele. State regulations on 
wildlife depredation should be r evie wed 
as to th e ir applicability to urban 
situations. This will require in so me 
states that e ntir e sections of the law 
be rewritten to refl ect the ne e ds in th e 
urban community. Agencies that hav e the 
authority for regulating wildlife must 
also bear th e responsibility for 
managin g all wildlife species. 
Fe deral agencies such as th e USFWS 
and U. S. Departm e nt of Agriculture, 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection 
Service (USDA-APHIS) must be willing to 
re-evaluate regulations and initiatives 
in light of the urban env iro nment. 
APHIS is r esponsi bl e for wild li fe damage 
control whe n agricultural crops are 
involved; USFWS is responsible for many 
wi ldlife species but is no lon ger 
involved in damag e control. Somewhere 
th e lines of authority and 
responsibilities hav e becom e blurred, 
and the urban resident who has a probl em 
with a migratory bird does not know who 
to contact for an answer. Much bett e r 
coordination between federal agencies 
and state wildlife officials must be 
established. This is parti c ularly 
critical in the urban wildlife damage 
control area where federally-prot ec t e d 
species are involved, and no one seems 
to want to take responsibility. 
State wildlife agencies must bear 
some additional responsibility in the 
area of wildlife damage control. 




agricultural depredation problems but 
have shown no interest in urban 
co nc e rns. After all, their money was 
hi stor i ca ll y derived fro m hunting and 
fishing li ce n se s al es , and the 
co nstitu ents were the co ns umptiv e us e rs 
o( wildlife. Today thei r clientclc has 
broadened, as indicated by the number of 
states with active nongam e programs. 
The public gets frustrated when th ei r 
state wildlife agencies ca nnot or will 
no t answer nongame wi ldlif e concerns. 
Their displeasure may be affecting 
agency su pport from ge nera 1 revenues. 
Recent stu di es hav e indicated that the 
income generated from license sa l es is, 
at best, stabilizi ng and many state 
wildlif e age ncies must receiv e support 
from ge ne ral tax r eve nu e s. Consequently 
th ey must be responsive to all wildlife 
co ncer n s . 
Too ofte n in the area of urban 
wi ldli fe dama ge control, we do not have 
many "good" answers for th e public. 
Until recently, r esea rch in th e area of 
urban wildlife, and in particular, 
damage co ntrol was not bei ng done. 
Specific research effo rts will be 
necessa r y to address nuisance wildlife 
in the urban area. Traditionally, 
wildlife research was done on game 
species in the field, not in the 
co nf i nes of s uburbia. Wildlife r ese arch 
reflected the interests of state and 
federal game agencies, Consequently, 
proj ects were molded by Pittman/Robinson 
funds and li ce n se sales . 
Our non game programs usually depend 
on the ge nerosi t y of the public and 
concentrate on en han ce ment rather than 
co ntr o l of urban wildlife habitat and 
population s . Programs have been 
esta blished on in c r easi ng wildlife and 
protecting critical areas. It would be 
d iffic ult to get the public to support 
English sparrow control programs; yet, 
i n many ar eas blu e bird numbers suffer 
from co mpetit io n with th e exotic 
sparrow. 
In the past, wi ldlif e researchers 
hav e envisioned themselves as rugged 
individuals that spend months in the 
field with only th e bare essentials. It 
seemed to be required as part of a 
wildlife biologist's right of passage to 
work und e r tough co ndition s i n remote 
locations with gla morous a n imals . The 
major emph asis of wildlife research was 
l arge ga me an ima 1 s. Today, muc h of the 
support base for wildlife co mes from 
urban residents who probably do n o t h u nt 
or (ish but e njo y watching bluebirds as 
much as deer or rabbits. They want to 
e nhan ce their enviro nment with mor e 
flora and native fauna. At the same 
time, these hom eow n ers n eed and expect 
answers to their wi ldli fe concerns as 
much as the cons umptiv e u ser . 
Changes in r esearc h directions must 
be instituted at severa l levels . 
Fede r al f u nding agencies s hould 
encourage research a nd management 
programs in the area of urban wi ldlif e . 
This cha nge in direction will h e lp 
universities to develop solid and 
holi stic urban wi ldlif e programs. All 
aspects of urban wi ldlif e including 
human perceptions must be critica ll y 
e valuated to determine the best way to 
manage t h ese wildlife populations . 
Management recommendations s h ou l d take 
into considerat ion the negative as well 
as the positive aspects of ga me and 
nongam e wi ldl ife as they relate to urban 
e nvironments. 
The f u ture scenario of urban wi ldli fe 
control is unc l ear and in a state of 
change because of the growing interest 
in attracting animals to our own back 
yard san c tuari e s . The confl i ct between 
man and nuisance species of wildlife 
must also be addressed . There is a real 
potential for backlash agai n st all 
wildlif e management programs if concer n s 
are not answ e re d. Changes must be made 
in th e way agencies react to t h ese 
probl e ms as we ll as the way we train 
biolo g ists . Rules and r egulations 
regarding wild li fe species must be 
evaluated in li g ht of the c hanging 
attitudes of our cit iz e ns and the 
increasing urban communiti es . We must 
not let benevolent negl ec t shape that 
future; wildlif e managem e nt is more than 
working with " s ho wy" species in 
breath-taking e nvir o nments. We must 
address th e issues that exist in our 
back yar ds if we are to maintain the 
c urr ent support that we e njoy for our 
wi ldlif e pro gra ms. 
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